projects the formative evaluation process was not completed before YEDPA was terminated.
Implementation of the Plan
One of the major problems in implementing the knowledge development plan was the sheer magnitude of the effort in relation to the size of the OYP staff. The demands of mounting expanded and new Service programs for youths along with the design and Implementation of a complex research program necessitated a tradeoff between careful research design and rapid project Implementation to maximize economic impact. This pressure was intensified by the expectation that some results would be available in time for the CETA reauthorization proceedings in late 1978.  The subsequent and equally unrealistic expectation of more detailed research results by the fall of 1979 to inform the Vice President's Task Force on Youth Employment served to maintain the time pressure throughout the course of YEDPA operations.
The feasibility of the research effort was perhaps doubtful frora the outset even under the most generous assumptions of staff time and capability: however, the OYP staff was small in relation to the size of the effort and also for the most part inexperienced in research and research management. These constraints, together with the legislative Charge to involve other federal agencies and community-based organiza-tions in YEDPA programs, led OYP to delegate the management of large pieces of YEDPA activity to organizations outside the Department of Labor.
This strategy of indirect management involved five different types of negotiated agreementss with "intermediäries," other federal agencies, other parts of the Department of Labor, other organizations for staff support, and other organizations for constituency support. In addition to increasing OYP's staff capability in administering YEDPA, these arrangements were designed to expand the institutional capacity of the youth employment System for future programs. The background and functions of each of these organizational arrangements are described in detail in Elmore (in this volume) and summarized herein. Table 3.8 presents data on the program budgets and tasks administered through each arrangement.
The intermediary agreements with four private nonprofit corpora-tions were negotiated for the design, management, and evaluation of various demonstration projects. The agreement with the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, a previously established firm, to manage the entitlement demonstration program, served äs the model. Three other intermediär ies were created to manage the private sector youth employment demonstrations, the exemplary programs to link school and work, and, through an interagency agreement with the Community Services Agency (CSA), demonstrations of youth-run enterprises.
Interagency agreements were negotiated with several federal agencies to meet congressional expectations of broader government involvement in solving youth employment problems. Projects funded through ACTION; CSA; and the Departments of Housing and Urban Development? Health,

